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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of the cunent study is to empirical l y  examine the relationship between 
personal i ty characteristics and small business success. A c luster of 1 4  personality 
variables were examined using a work-based measure of personal ity, the Personal Style 
Inventory (PSI), adapted for smal l business owners. Small  business success was 
operationall y  defined in terms of financial and personal dimensions of success. The two 
criterion variables assessed were business performance and work satisfaction. It was 
hypothesized that personality is related to both dimensions of success. It was also 
hypothesized that business performance and work satisfaction are positively related. 
One hundred forty-seven small business owners completed the web survey .  
Conelational analyses revealed personal ity characteri stics were si gnificantly related to 
business performance and work sati sfaction. Goal-setting orientation, emotional 
res i l ience, abi l i ty to sel l  self, social networking, and work-related locus of control were 
positi vely related to both business performance and work satisfaction. Additionally, 
autonomy, adaptabi l i ty, competitiveness, optimism, ri sk tolerance, work drive, and 
tolerance for financial security were positively conelated with work satisfaction 
measures. Results also indicated that business performance and work satisfaction are 
moderately conelated. The hypotheses were further tested using step-wise regression 
procedures. Organizational variables (company age, size, and industry type) were 
control led in the regression analyses.  The first regression analysi s  i dentified one 
personality variable, goal -setting, as a signi ficant predictor and the model accounted for 
8% of the variance in business performance. In examining work sati sfaction, regressi on 
lV 
analysis identi fi ed optimism and work-related locus of control as si gni ficant predictors. 
The model accounted for 26% of the variance in owners ' work sati sfaction. 
The findings of the present study provide further support for research evidence 
suggesting that entrepreneurs ' personali ty traits arc related to success outcomes . Studies 
of personality and smal l business success are useful in career counsel ing, personnel 
selection, and in  the design of training and development programs for small business 
owners. 
v 
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1 .  Introduction 
Small businesses have long been recognized as i mportant contributors to economic 
growth. Currently, i ncreased attention is focused on small business entrepreneurs as a 
result of new evidence supporting their association with economic development and 
prosperity. In a recent set of studies of global entrepreneurial activity, researchers 
reported that the national level of entrepreneurial activity i s  positively related to the level 
of economic growth (Reynolds, Bygrave, Camp, & Autio,  2000). Further, small firm 
formation and growth have been l inked to signi ficant job creation, increases in 
productivity, and innovation (Acs, 1 999; Kuratko & Hodgetts, 1 995; Reynolds & White, 
1 997). The latest findings, along with accrued evidence of entrepreneurs' contributions 
to economic well-being, continue to heighten interest in small business research and 
development (Cromie,  2000) . 
Studies of self-employed small business owners fall within the domain of 
entrepreneurship research .  A main objecti ve of this area of research i s  to identify factors 
associated with business start-up and successful operation. As the "nucleus" (Gassc, 
1 982) or motivating force behind these processes, the indiv idual entrepreneur has been a 
focal point for entrepreneurship researchers . Over the past 50 years, the psychological 
characteri stics of entrepreneurs have been among the most heavi ly  researched topics 
within the field of entrepreneurship (Bygrave & Hofer, 1 99 1 ;  Churchi l l  & Lewis, 1986; 
Herron & Robinson, 1 993; Mitton, 1 989). Further, Stewart and colleagues (Stewart, 
Watson, Carland, & Carland, 1 999) point out that several researchers have included the 
psychological characteri stics of the entrepreneur as a substantial component of models of 
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entrepreneurships (e .g . ,  Frese & Rauch , 2000; Sandberg, 1 986; Naffzinger, Hornsby, & 
Kuratko, 1 994 ). 
The psychological approach to the study of entrepreneurship emerged in the 1 960s, 
led by McClel l and' s infl uential research l inking the need for achievement and 
entrepreneurial tendencies (McClel l and, 1 96 1 ). Over time, many personality trai ts have 
been examined and those receiving the most attention are need for achievement ,  locus of 
control ,  and ri sk-taking (Rauch & Frese, 2000). Despite the l arge number of 
psychological studies, researchers continue to cite the need for developing a constell ation 
of personal i ty traits that epitomize entrepreneurs (Carland, Carland, & Stewart, 1 996; 
Cromie, 2000; Johnson, 1 990). · 
While trait research has offered insights as to who i s  more l ikely to start a business, 
fewer studies have investigated how personality rel ates to entrepreneurial outcomes such 
as business performance (Johnson, 1 990). Therefore, the aim of the current study is  to 
empirical ly examine the relationship between personality characteristics and smal l 
business success among a sample of small business owners . A revised personality scale 
adapted for the self-employed is used to assess personality characteristics.  Potential 
appli cations of entrepreneurial trai t studies include career counsel ing, selection tools ,  and 
training and development. 
Definitional quandary. A broad defini tion of entrepreneur i s  "an individual who 
independent ly owns and actively manages a smal l  business" (Stewart & Roth, 2001 ). 
This  defini tion has been used with some consistency i n  the personal i ty-entrepreneurship 
l iterature. However, there had been much debate over what i t  means to be an 
entrepreneur. 
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In 1 988 ,  Gartner identified 32 different definiti ons in the entrepreneurship l i terature 
and the definit ional dilemma continues. One source of debate involves differentiating 
entrepreneurs from smal l business owners. According to Carland and colleagues 
(Carland, Hoy, Boulton, & Carland, 1 984), "whi le there is overlap between entrepreneurs 
and smal l business owners, they are distinct entities". Many researchers have the same 
opinion but there is disagreement about the criteria for distinguishing between the two 
(Vesper, 1 990). Some definitional criteria require that entrepreneurs aspire to business 
growth and expansion (Carland et al . ,  1 984; Stewar1 et al . ,  1 999), pursue innovation 
(Drucker, 1 985), and take more ri sks (Stewart & Roth , 2001) in compari son to small 
business owners . Begley and Boyd ( 1987) suggest that an entrepreneur must have 
founded the business venture, and excludes those who inherit or purchase an existing 
business. S ince consensus around a definition of entrepreneurship is not l ikely, Gartner 
( 1 990) has urged researchers to explic i t ly describe how they have operationalized the 
definition i n  their own work. 
The current study is focused on self-employment and small business success rather 
than entrepreneurship .  Partic ipants wi l l  be referred to as small business owner and self� 
employed. References to the term entrepreneur wi l l  be l imi ted to discussion of extant 
entrepreneurship research l i terature. 
Theoretical framework 
It i s  intuiti vely appealing to assume that entrepreneurs possess distinctive personality 
characteristics that predispose them to pursue self-employment and business ownership. 
This notion has received considerable attention from the academic research community. 
Within the field of entrepreneurship, studies of the psychological characteri stics of 
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entrepreneurs outnumber most other topics (Lee & Tsang, 200 1 ) .  However, the field has 
had an errati c  relationship with the psychological approach over the years. In the 
fol lowing section, I w i l l  identify some reasons for the shifting perspectives in  a brief 
synopsi s of the personali ty-entrepreneurship research.  
Background of the trait approach to entrepreneurship. McClell and's findings ( 1 96 1 )  
on need for ach ievement and entrepreneurship stimulated a great deal of interest i n  a 
psychological approach and many researchers began to search for "entrepreneuri al 
personali ty" trai ts (e .g . ,  Begley & Boyd, 1 987; Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1 986; Carland, et 
al . ,  1984; Cooper & Dunkelberg, 1 987; Sandberg, 1986; Smith & Miner, 1 984; Stewart, 
1 996; Stewart et al . ,  1 999). Eventual l y, the l i st of proposed entrepreneurial 
characteristics grew to be so extensive that it included traits that seemed to be associated 
with success in nearly any type of work. B y  the 1 980s, Hornaday ( 1 982) and McClell and 
( 1987) had identified 42 characteri stics mentioned in  the l iterature and noted that there i s  
very l ittle empirical evidence to support many o f  them. 
In an influential article, Gartner ( 1 985) argued that the focus on the individual 
entrepreneur should be abandoned in favor of concentration on the entrepreneurial 
process. Others expressed simi lar di sappointment with the l ack of progress in developing 
a consistent psychological profi le of entrepreneurs (Bird, 1 989; Sandberg & Hofer, 1 987; 
Sexton & Bowman,  1 983; Shaver & Scott, 1 99 1 ;  Wortman , 1 986). However, quite a few 
researchers have opposed excluding the individual entrepreneur from the study of 
entrepreneurshi p  (Bygrave, 1 989; Carland & Carland, 200 1 ;  Hofer, 1 992; Miner, 1 997; 
Rauch & Frese, 2000) .  
Thus, Gartner's article did not signify the end of the trai t approach,  but i t  d id mark a 
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decisive moment. In response to crit icisms of the psychological approach ,  researchers 
turned their attentions to identifying inconsi stencies that l i kely contributed to the 
preponderance of mixed and inconclusive findings. For example, some authors suggest 
that disagreement around the definit ion of entrepreneur has slowed progress (Cromie, 
2000; Stewart, Carland & Carland, 1996). Others contend that dissimi lar samples and 
methodological problems have hindered the research on entrepreneurship (Chel l ,  
Haworth, & B rearley, 1991; Johnson, 1990; Shaver & Scott, 1991; Wortman , 1986). 
A lso, the l ack of psychometrical ly  sound instruments designed to assess entrepreneurs 
has been mentioned as a reason for disappointing findings in the research (Brockhaus , 
1994; Herron, 1992; Robinson, Stimpson , Huefner, & Hunt, 1991). 
Perhaps as a result of concerns such as these. in recent years, relativel y  few 
personality studies have been publi shed in the entrepreneurship l i terature. However, the 
trait approach appears to be evolving rather than dec lining .  In 2000, the European 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology devoted a special i ssue to psychological 
approaches to entrepreneurship, inc luding several trait studies, in hopes of "stimulating 
further research in this important area" (Hisrich, 2000). Additionally ,  several respected 
researchers take an optimi stic view of trait research and have called for renewed research 
efforts i n  defin ing concepts, identifying traits, and refining and vali dating instruments 
(e.g . ,  B aum, Locke & Smith, 2001 ; Chel l ,  2000; Rauch, 2001; Stewart et al . ,  1996). 
Entrepreneurial personality characteristics. Despite inconsi stent findings among 
some trait studies,  fairly strong evidence has emerged around certain factors. In 
particular, three traits have been consistently  l inked with entrepreneurship: need for 
achievement, risk-taking propensity and l ocus of control (e .g . ,  Begley & Boyd, 1 987; 
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Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986; Duchesneau & Gartner, 1990; Furnham, 1992). The first 
and most frequently mentioned entrepreneurial characteristic ,  i s  the need for 
achievement. Individuals with a high need for achievement have a strong desire to attain 
excel lence and tend to set chal lenging goals and standards for themselves .  Fol lowing 
McClel l and' s work l inking achievement motivation to  entrepreneurship (1961), many 
studies have confirmed the relationship and need for achievement is l argel y  accepted as a 
key trait of entrepreneurs (e .g . ,  Bel lu ,  1988; DeCarlo & Lyons ,  1979; Hornaday & 
Aboud, 1971; Johnson, 1990; McClel l and, 1965; Miner, Smith & Bracker, 1989). 
The second entrepreneurial characteri stic is the propensity for risk-taking. R i sk­
taking, both personal and financial , has .tradi tionall y  been considered a defining 
characteristic of entrepreneurial activity (McClel l and, 1961; Palmer, 1971; Timmon s,  
1994; Wel sh & White, 1981). Many researchers have reported s ignificant associations 
between ri sk tolerance and entrepreneurship. In a meta-analytic review, Stewart and 
Roth, (2001) examined studies of ri sk-taiJng and concluded that ri sk-tolerant individuals 
are l ikely to choose entrepreneurial careers and ri sk-averse i ndividuals are l ikely to 
choose organizational employment. 
Another psychological characteristic of entrepreneurs that has been explored 
extensive ly  i s  locus of control . Developed by Rotter (1966), the locus of control 
construct is associated with how an indi vidual perceives the causal l ocus of events. 
Brockhaus (1982) suggested that internal locus of control causes entrepreneurs to seek 
out situations where they can take initiative and personal l y  achieve results .  Robinson et 
al . (1991) concluded that entrepreneurs had more i nternal control expectations than non­
entrepreneurs and many other researchers have reported evidence of a connection 
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between an i nternal locus of control and entrepreneurship (Ahmed, 1985; Begley & 
Boyd, 1987; Brockhaus, 1980; Daviddson, 1991; Herron, 1994; Lee & Tsang, 200 I; 
Venkatapathy, 1986). Other trai ts associated with entrepreneurs include innovativeness, 
competi t ive aggressiveness and autonomy (Utsch, Rauch , Rothfuss ,  & Frese, 1999), 
tolerance for ambiguity (Sexton & Bowman, 1985), and proacti veness (Becherer & 
M aurer, 1999). Table  1 presents a Jist of some of the personal ity vmi ables associated with 
entrepreneurs . 
Linking personality and success. The cited studies provide substantial evidence of 
the uti l i ty of trait research in predicting who is l i kely to become an entrepreneur but there 
i s  less evidence that personality helps to explain why some entrepreneurs arc successful 
and others are not. To date, fewer studies have investigated personal i ty characteri stics 
and performance outcomes; further research is needed in answering a key question in 
entrepreneurship research-what factors are associated with success? HelTOn ( 1992) 
asserts that investigating the potential for entrepreneurial talent i s  i mportant, but "actual 
performance i s  the sine qua non". 
In reviewing the entrepreneurship research,  i t  appears that several factors play a role 
i n  explaining why the body of research on personali ty and entrepreneuri al performance is  
smal ler than one might expect. The majority of the research has sought to determine who 
becomes an entrepreneur, whi le relatively l i tt le research has focused on the impact of 
personal i ty on entrepreneurial perfonnancc. The di sti nction i s  an important one because 
the characteri stics which predispose one to become an entrepreneur aren' t  necessari ly the 
same ones that lead to successful performance. It is l i kely that the degree to which 
personality exerts an influence on vocational choice differs from the degree to which i t  
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Table 1 
Personality characteristics associated with entrepreneurs 
Personali ty trait 
Need for achievement 
Risk-taking propensity 
Locus of control 
A utonomy /independence 
Competit iveness 
Emotional stabil i ty 
Init iative 
Innovativeness 
Optimism 
Persistence 
Tolerance for ambiguity 
Proactiveness 
Networking 
Self-efficacy 
Tenacity 
Work ethic 
Selected studies 
McClel land, 1 965; Begley & Boyd, 1 987 
Li les, 1 974; Shane, 1 996 
Churchi l l ,  1 983; Herron, 1 994 
Gartner, 1 985; McGrath, MacMill an & 
Scheinburg, 1 992 
Hornaday & Aboud, 1 97 1 ;  Utsch et a l . ,  1 999 
Brandstaetter, 1 997; Morrison, 1 997 
Utsch et al., 1 999 
Utsch et al . ,  1 999 
Lee, Ashford & Jamieson, 1 993 
Kouri l sky, 1 980; Spencer & Spencer, 1 993 
Schere, 1 982; Sexton & Boxman, 1 985 
Bateman & Crant, 1 996; Becherer & Maurer, 
1 999 
Aldrich & Zimmer, 1 986; MacMill an,  1 983 
Ban dura, 1 997; Bamn, 2001 
Baum, 200 1 
Bonnett & Fumham, 1 99 1  
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i nfluences j ob performance. Rauch and Frese (2000) point out that in the personality­
leadership  research, personali ty i s  a better predictor of leadership emergence than 
leadership performance, and they suggest that a similar pattern also holds in  
entrepreneurship research. 
Another factor i mpacting the progress of personal ity-success research i nvolves 
alternative psychological explanations for entrepreneurial success. Several researchers 
have turned their attention to other psychological characteristics, which may mediate the 
relationship between personality and success, such as, attitudes (Robinson et a l ., 1 99 1  ) ,  
action strategies (Frese, van Gelderen. & Ombach, 2000), planning (Rauch & Frese, 
1 997), and goal-setting (Baum et al . ,  200 1 ) .  Additionally, several entrepreneurship 
researchers have conceptual ized entrepreneuria l  orientation at the organizational level 
rather than at the individual level (Lumpkin & Dess, 1 996). 
Measuring personality. With regard to personal ity measurement, entrepreneurship  
researchers have repeatedly drawn attention to  the need for valid, rel iable instruments 
designed to measure entrepreneurs' psychological characteristics (Johnson. 1 990; Rauch 
& Frese, 2000; Shaver & Scott, 1 99 1  ) .  There are several reasons for this emphasis on the 
development of new measures. First, widely-used instruments for measuring general 
traits, such as the B ig  Five, are not the best predictors of specific criteria. Instead, 
narrower measures have been found to yield higher validity coefficients (Cronbach, 
1 984) and many researchers have called for the use of narrower bandwidth measures i n  
predicting work-related behaviors, such as job performance (e.g., Ashton, 1 998; 
B andura, 1 997; B aum, 1 995; Fishbein & Azjen, 1 975; Hogan & Roberts, 1 996; Hough. 
1 992; Pauononen, Rothstein. & Jackson, 1 999; Robinson, et al . ,  1 99 1 ;  Schneider, Hough 
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& Dunnette, 1996). Further, the predictive uti l i ty of personality assessment i s  enhanced 
when job type and personality constructs are m atched (Raymark, Schmit, & Guion, 
1997). Therefore, researchers have called for the development of scales to measure and 
predict entrepreneurship which incorporate both narrow, job-relevant constructs and the 
s ituational context. 
A l so, the avai labi l i ty of psychometrical l y  sound instruments for measurin g  
entrepreneurial personal ity would increase the l ike lihood that common o r  equivalent 
traits are examined across studies. To date, many traits have been investigated, but few of 
the studies are repl icated. In a quanti tative review, Rauch and Frese (2000) have 
concluded that "it i s  not possible to do a proper meta-analysis in this area, because there 
are too few studies and the qual i ty of the studies i s  often i nsufficient (e .g . ,  standard 
devi ations, exact t- or F-values, or exact correlations are often not reported)" (p. l 01, 
2000). Therefore, researchers have suggested re-considering personality using more 
sophi sticated approaches such as, domain-specific  personality factors , moderating and 
mediating processes, and situational variables (Rauch & Frese, 2000; Stewart et al . ,  
1999). Additional ly ,  Rauch and Frese (p.115, 2000) contend that small corre lations are 
to be expected, rather than strong main effects, "when examining personali ty-outcome 
rel ationships such as entrepreneurial success because such an outcome is probably due 
to a whole range of personal ity characteristics and not just one . . .  thus, the multiple 
effects of several relevant personal ity characteristics rather than single traits should be 
ana lyzed." 
Defining entrepreneurial success. As with other constructs in  entrepreneurship, 
there is no wide ly  accepted definit ion of entrepreneurial success (Murphy, Trai ler, & 
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Hil l ,  1996) . The most common operational definition of success involves the 
measurement of economic factors associated with the pe1formance of the business .  
Economic indicators used to measure success include firm survi val (Duchesneau & 
Gartner, 1990; Ibrahim, 1986; Reid, 1991), growth in employees (Chandler & Hanks, 
1994; Covin & Covin, 1990), profitabi l ity (Srinivasan, Woo, & Cooper, 1994) , sales 
growth (Smith, B racker, & Miner, 1987) and return on assets (Begley & Boyd, 1987). 
Cooper & A rtz (1995) suggest that owner sati sfaction is a measure of performance, in 
that i t  may play a role  in  an owner's readiness to invest additional t ime and money in the 
business. 
In recent research, there appears to be agreement that success is a multi-dimensional 
construct which includes the entrepreneur's personal satisfaction (Brandstaetter, 1 997; 
B uttner & Moore, 1997; Driessen & Zwart, 1999; Frese et a l . ,  2000; Mehta & Cooper, 
2000; Rauch & Frese, 1997; Solymossy, 1997). However, few studies to date have 
incorporated personal indicators of success, such as job sati sfaction, that arc prevalent in 
organizational research (Jamal, 1997; Tuuanen, 1 999) . 
Drawing on the work of Judge, Cable, Boudreau, & B retz, (1995), as wel l  as the 
entrepreneurship model proposed by Rauch and Frese model (2000), in the current study 
I have defined success along dimensions personal satisfaction, as wel l  as business 
performance. Judge et a! . ( 1 995) and others (Poole, Langan-Fox, & Omodei , 1993) 
bel ieve that career success i s  composed of subjective and object ive components. Their 
approach is consistent with the Porter-Lawler expectancy model (1968) which 
demonstrates that individuals are motivated to achieve both intrinsic and extrinsic 
rewards .  Numerous studies have reported that entrepreneurs ' frequent ly  cite autonomy 
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( intrinsic) and financial securi ty (extrinsic) as motives for seeking self-employment 
(Langan-Fox & Roth, 1 995; Morrison , 1 997; Solymossy, 1 997). 
Judge et a!. ( 1 995) determined that extrinsic success cri teria and intrins ic success 
criteria are onl y  moderately correlated and therefore, can be assessed as "relatively 
independent outcomes . . .  the variables that contributed to one definit ion of success are not 
necessari l y  the same as those that contributed to another defin i tion of career success". 
Additional ly, in  the current study, business and personal success were assessed at 
different levels of analysi s ,  and therefore, are deserving of separate treatment. 
Conceptual framework 
The conceptual framework used in  thi s  study (see Figure 1 )  i s  adapted from the 
Giessen-Amsterdam Model of entrepreneurial success, a psychological model proposed 
by Rauch and Frese (2000). Their general model i ncludes personal ity but does not 
suggest a direct relationship between trai ts and success, rather goal s and strategies serve 
as the l inks between personal i ty  and success.  For thi s study, the model has been adapted 
to investigate potent ial direct l inks between certain personality traits and two dimensions 
of smal l business success. Job-rel ated personality traits are h ypothesized to be related to 
the economic perfon ance of the business. Addi tionally,  business performance (assessed 
at the firm level) i s  expected to relate to work satisfaction (measured at the i ndividual 
level) .  
Empirical studies of personality and entrepreneurial success. Studies of the 
personality and success outcomes seek to explain and predict an entrepreneur's l ikel ihood 
of success based on hi s/her personality characteri stics. Table 2 presents a l i st of selected 
studies and the personal i ty and success variables examined. In most studies, the 
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Figure 1 
PERSONALITY 
JOB-RELATED 
TRAITS 
SMALL BUSINESS SUCCESS 
BUSINESS PERFORMANCE 
• Profits 
•Cash flow to owner 
• Sales growth 
I 
WORK SATISFACTION 
• Job satisfaction 
·Career satisfaction 
·Life satisfaction 
Conceptual framework for study of personality and small business success 
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Table 2 
Selected studies of personality and entrepreneurial success 
Relationships Examined Author 
········-········-·-····-·-···-···········-······-·--- ·
--- ·---··-··-- ·········-·-············-
--------····--··-····-·······-----··--·-·--- ·
·············- ······································-····- ·······
··········- ···························-···-··-··--··-·········
··---·····-·····-·····-·--···-·--···--
• Need for achievement, risk-taking propensity, Begley & Boyd, 1987 
locus of control, tolerance for ambiguity and 
firm profitability, return on assets, and liquidity 
• Risk-taking propensity and firm survival Brockhaus, 1980 
• Need for achievement, risk-taking propensity, Rauch & Frese, 1997 
number of employees, sales volume, personal 
income to owner, owner satisfaction 
• Need for achievement, locus of control, employee Box, Biesel & Watts, 1995 
growth, increase in revenue, increase in profits 
• Need for achievement, locus of control, 
productivity-per-employee, and market share 
• Need for achievement, locus of control, 
extroversion, self-reliance, venture growth 
Carsrud, Olms & Thomas, 
1 989 
Lee & Tsang, 2001 
• Need for achievement, locus of control, employee Utsch & Rauch, 200 1 
growth, and profit growth 
• Need for achievement, risk-taking propensity, Smith et al., 1 987 
employee growth, sales growth, personal income 
• Independence, emotional stability, owner's Brandstaetter, 1 997 
satisfaction with work 
• Proactivity Becherer & Maurer, 1999 
• Optimism, owner satisfaction, survival, cash Mehta & Cooper, 2000 
returns 
• Networking, venture performance Duchesneau & Gartner, 1 990 
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methodology for l inking personality and success has involved correlating personality 
scores with performance measures. Results of these studies provide empirical evidence of 
small relationships between personality variables and business success. 
In a quantitative review of multiple studies of personality and entrepreneurial 
success, Rauch and Frese (2000) reported small significant average correlations for the 
traits of need for achievement ( . 1 3) and internal locus of control ( . 1 1 ). However, there 
was no support for a significant relationship between risk-taking and success .  
Other traits have been examined b ut the studies have not been repl icated. For 
example, recent research has examined entrepreneurial outcomes in rel ation to proactivity 
(Becherer & M aurer, 1999), self-efficacy (Utsch & Rauch, 2000), and optim ism (Mehta 
& Cooper, 2000). Although, the Big Five have been the focus of a large number of 
studies within the organizational psychology literature, they have not received similar 
attention among entrepreneurship research. In two studies, researchers included a single 
trait from the Big Five among other specific traits examined. Brandstaetter ( 1 997) 
reported that emotional stabi l i ty was positively associated with business owners' 
sati sfaction with work and Lee and Tsang (200 1 )  found posit ive correlations between 
extraversion and venture growth. 
Selection a_[ variables. The objective of my di ssertation project was to systematically 
analyze a carefull y  chosen set of  personality traits and their relation to small business 
success. Entrepreneurship and personality researchers have m ade specific 
recommendations that I followed in selecting the traits and measures in  the study. For 
example, in a construct-oriented approach, Schneider et a l .  ( 1 996) recommend choosing 
narrow traits, that on rational or empirical grounds are expected to relate to performance 
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criteria. Several researchers have recommended investigating the effects o f  multiple 
traits on success outcomes (Cromie, 2000; Rauch & Frese, 2000; Stewart, 1996) .  In view 
o f  these considerations, the research questionnaire i s  composed o f  narrow measures of 
job-relevant personality traits and success criteria. Next, I advance i ndividual hypotheses 
for the traits examined i n  the study. 
Hypotheses 
A review o f  the literature reveals evidence of  relationships between personality 
measures and economic and personal success.  Based on a review o f  entrepreneurship and 
organizational psychology li terature, I have fonned three main hypotheses. As indicated 
below, the results are expected to yield more correlates between personality and work 
sati s faction than w ith business perfom1ance. 
Hypothesis I: Personality traits relate to business performance. 
HI a. Competitiveness is positively related to business pe1jormance. 
Competi tiveness involves a tendency to evaluate one ' s  accomplishments in 
relation to others and with standards of excellence. In a highly competitive 
business world, owners who measure themselves against the competit ion and 
seek to improve their perfonnance may be more likely to achieve b usiness 
success (Hornaday & Aboud, 1 971 ). 
HI b. Goal-setting orientation is positive�v related to business performance. 
According to McClelland' s need for achievement theory ( 1961 ), as wel l  as other 
theories o f  motivation, high-achieving indi viduals typically demonstrate an abi l i ty 
to set high, yet obtainab le goals. This suggests that b usiness owners who tend to 
set challenging goals m ay have more successfu l  businesses. Since business 
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owners face many demands on their attention and energy, careful planning may 
help them to focus their efforts on the more productive activit ies. Several 
researchers have reported links between goals and small venture performance 
(Baum, 1995; Frese, Krauss & Friedrich, 1999). 
H 1 c. Work-related locus of control is positively related to business performance. 
An i nternal locus of control involves the perception of having personal control 
and not being at the mercy of circumstances or fate. A strong intemal locus of 
control is frequently associated with entrepreneurs who are thought to pursue self­
employment because i t  offers the opportunity to control one's destiny and take 
responsibili ty for the outcome of one 's  efforts. Studies of locus of control and its 
relati on to entrepreneurial success have resulted in  mixed findings. Positi ve 
correlations have been found between internal locus of control and success 
criteria such as, venture growth (Lee & Tsang, 2001 ), producti v i ty, and market 
share (Carsrud et al. ,  1989). Other researchers have found no relation between 
locus of control and success outcomes (Begley & Boyd, 1987; Box et al., 1995; 
Utsch & Rauch, 2000). In a quanti tative review of the literature, Rauch and Frese 
(2000) report a small, positive relati onship between internal locus of control and 
success ( r=. 1 1) 
H 1 d. Social networking is positively related to business performance. 
Networking among business owners usually involves communicating with 
indi vi duals who are external to their businesses. Building an extensi ve network 
of contacts can be a significant important resource for a successful business owner 
(Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; MacMillan , 1983) and is particularly i mportant for 
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new and smal l businesses which generally lack access to capital and information 
about technological and operational advancements (Bruno & Tybjee, 1 982). 
Several studies have found posit ive relationships between networking and 
performance (Duchesneau & Gartner, 1 990; Hansen, 1 995). Addi ti onally ,  
networking i s  rel ated to  the B i g  Five trait of  Extroversion, which has been 
associated with and leadership effectiveness (Judge, B ono, I lies,  & Werner, 
2002), venture perfmmance (Lee & Tsang, 200 1) ,  franch i see 
performance (Morri son, 1 997), and job performance, particularly in jobs 
requiring social ski l l s (Barrick & Mount, 199 1 ; 1 993). 
H 1 e. Emotional resilience is positively related to business performance. 
Small  business owners, in  particular, may face h i gh levels  of stress due to work 
demands (Buttner, 1 992; Jamal , 1997 ; Rahim, 1 996). Therefore, i t  seems 
reasonable to expect that indi vi dual s who remain emotional l y  res i l ient in  the face 
of job stress may operate more successful smal l businesses. Further, Morri son 
( 1 997) reported a positive assoc iation between emotional stabil ity and business 
performance in a sample of franchi se business owners. 
H lf Dependability is positively related to business performance. 
Dependabi l i ty i s  a facet of the B ig  Five trait, Conscientiousness (e .g. ,  Judge, 
Martocchio,  & Thoresen, 1997). Conscientiousness has been found to be the 
most consistent personal ity predictor of job performance across man y  jobs 
(Barrick & Mount, 199 1 ;  Hurtz & Donovan, 2000 ; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein ,  
1 99 1  ) . However, the self-employed were not inc luded in  t h e  research samples, 
therefore, i t  is i mportant to determine whether this fi nding generalizes to 
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self-employed business owners. 
Hypothesis 2: Personality is related to work satisfaction. 
H2a: Adaptability is positively related to work satL\faction. 
Small  business owners often operate i n  unstructured,  changing conditions and 
are cal l ed upon to function well in a variety of roles. To be successful ,  an owner 
must be flexible and responsive to new and changing demands. Therefore, it 
seems l ikely that highly adaptive individuals are more better satisfied with self­
employment. 
H2b: Autonomy is positively related to work satisfaction. 
Autonomy refers to the desi re for control over one's l i fe and i t  i s  the most 
common motive n amed by entrepreneurs when asked why they stat1ed their own 
business (e.g., Feldman & Bol ino, 2000; Hisrich, 1 990). In several studies, 
entrepreneurs have been found to have a higher need for autonomy than 
non-entrepreneurs (Cromie, 2000; Utsch & Rauch, 2000). Autonomy has been 
posit ively associ ated with owners' satisfaction with work and expectations for 
future success (Brandstaetter, 1 987). 
H2c: Emotional resilience is positively related to work satisfaction. 
Emotional resi l ience reflects the degree to which an i ndividual is calm and 
confi dent rather than anxious and insecure. An emotional l y  stable business owner 
is more l i kely to cope wel l  with the pressures of business ownership .  
Brandstaetter ( 1 997) reported that emotional stabil ity was posit ively correlated 
with satisfaction with work among the 252 entrepreneurs i n  the study. In studies 
of other job types, greater emotional stabi l i ty i s  consi stently associated with better 
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job performance and career sati sfaction (Lounsbury et al , 2003). 
H2d: Optimism is positively related to work sati:,faction. 
Optimism has been associated with a number of benefic ial work-related 
outcomes i ncluding goal attainment, achievement i n  times of adversity, (Scheier 
& Carver, 1987), job satisfaction and career satisfacti on (Lounsbury et al . ,  2003). 
Further, in a longitudinal study, Mehta and Cooper (2000) found that 
entrepreneurs who were more optimistic were more successfu l .  
H2e: Persistence is positively related work satisfaction. 
Persi stence involves a wi l lingness to persevere despite setbacks. To be 
successfu l ,  business owners should be able to maintain their focus and 
determination in the face of challenges. Spencer and S pencer (1993) named 
persistence as one of eight competency variables that di fferentiate successfu l  from 
unsuccessful entrepreneurs. Hornaday and Aboud ( 1971) reported that successful 
entrepreneurs rated above average on perseverance and other researchers have 
identified simi lar entrepreneurial traits such as tenacity (Baum, 2001; Sexton & 
Bowman-Upton, 1991). 
H2f Tolerance for financial insecurity is positively related to work 
satisfaction. 
Small  business owners are l i ke ly to experience financi al demands such as 
a fluctuating cash flow or low earnings (Hami l ton, 2000). Further, owners 
may tap into their personal equity in order start up or expand the business. 
Therefore, an individual's abi l i ty  to l ive comfortably with a degree of financial 
uncertainty, and possibly face financial losses, may play a role in  overall 
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satisfact ion with business ownership .  
H2g: Ability to sell self is positively related work satisfaction. 
Ability to sel l  self refers to an i ndividual ' s  wi llingness to communicate and 
promote one's own i deas convincingly. Business owners must continually 
demonstrate their competence and persuade others of the value of their products, 
services, and ideas . Bhide (2000) suggested that the abi l i ty to sell is an essential 
characteri stic for entrepreneurial success. Therefore, i t  seems reasonable to 
expect that an individual who is comfortable promoting his or her own work to 
others i s  more likel y  to be satisfied with business ownership.  
H2h: Risk tolerance is positively related �t·ork sati.\faction. 
Self-employment i s  generally bel ieved to involve more ri sk than paid 
employment (Duchesneau & Gartner, 1 990). Thus ,  a more positive or 
tolerant attitude towards ri sk has been associated wi th entrepreneurial intentions 
(Douglas & Shepherd, 2002). Therefore, it is expected that individuals who are 
will ing and able to take moderate ri sks are li kely  to report greater work 
satisfaction with business ownership .  
H2i. Work drive i s  positively related work satisfaction. 
Hard work, long hours, and perseverance have long been associated with the 
Protestant work ethic .  Work demands can dominate the l i ves of self-employed 
indiv iduals who have been found to work longer hours, travel more, and report 
working harder (Chay, 1 993; Eden, 1 975 ; Hameresh,  1 990; Jamal, 1997). For 
example, an average work day for a small business owner can extend beyond ten 
hours (Jamal & Badawi, 1 995). Additionally, work drive has been positively 
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associated with job and career sati sfaction across a broad range of occupations 
(Lounsbury et a!., 2003; Lounsbury, Gibson & Hamrick,  in press). Thus, an 
indi vidual with a higher l evel of work drive may be more satisfied with self­
employment. 
Hypothesis 3: Work satisfaction is positively related to business performance. 
Empirical studies have shown that extrinsic rewards, such as salary, are 
moderatel y  correlated with job satisfaction and career success (e.g. , S iebert, 
Crant, & Kraimer, 1999). In a study of franchise business owner's , Morrison 
( 1 997) reported that owners' sat isfaction levels were positively related to 
organizational performance outcomes. Thus, among small business owners, a 
moderate, positive correlation i s  expected between business performance and 
work sati sfaction. 
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2. Method 
Procedure 
In order to identify potential participants for this study, I contacted directors of 
southeastern chapters of various national and regional non-profit organi zations  that 
provide support and benefits to small business owners. I contacted numerous 
organi zations i nc luding Tennessee Smal l Business Developments Centers, SCORE, 
Chambers of Commerce. Appendix A presents a l i st of the organi zations invited to 
participate in the study. I explained the purpose of the study and invited participat ion 
from members and c li ents affiliated with the organization and as an i ncentive, a one-page 
summary of the results of the study was offered to a l l  participants. Appendix B presents 
a copy of the letter to organi zation directors. In order to protect members' privacy, rather 
than providi ng members' names and email addresses, I asked organization directors to 
forward an invitation letter to the members on my behalf. Appendix C presents a copy of 
the l etter to potential part ic ipants. In some cases, if membership l ists with emai l 
addresses were public ly avai lable, I sent emai l  i nvi tations directly to potential 
participants. S ince I was unable to contact most participants directly, I have not 
calculated a response rate for participat ion in the study and a low response rate i s  
assumed. 
The i nstrument was presented as a web-based survey because responses rates to mai l 
questionnaires are particularly low for small business owners (Aldrich, 1992; Fischer, 
Rueben et a l . ,  1993). I set up the web survey i nstrument us ing SPSS Data Editor 
(Stat istical Package for the Social Sciences, 2002) and it was hosted on a University of 
Tennessee secure survey at the web address: http://surveys. utk.edu/kowens/index.htm. 
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Appendix D presents a copy of the survey instrument. Partic ipants who were interested 
in receiving a copy of the results were asked to provide an emai l address .  A l l  respondents 
were promised confidential ity and anonymity. Two participants reported technical 
difficulties accessing the web survey and were offered paper copies of the i nstrument. 
Participants 
In this study, a self-employed smal l business owner i s  operational l y  defined as an 
individual who: 1) i s  at least one-third owner of a small business, 2) i s  i nvolved i n  the 
day-to-day management of the business, 3) has been operatin g  the business no less than 6 
months. A total of 167 participants completed the survey and of those 147 met the 
criteria.  A summary description of the demographic characteristics of the participants i s  
presented in  Table 3. Female (73) and male (74) business owners were nearly equal l y  
represented in the sample population . The majority o f  respondents were col lege-educated 
and 40 held graduate degrees . The average age of respondents was 43 years (sd = 10.1 ). 
Almost al l respondents were the founders of their current businesses (89 % ). 
Table 4 presents a summary description of the businesses i n  the research sample .  
Most of the companies in the sample are service organizations (73%) and had been in  
operation 8 years on average (sd =7. 3). About one-third of  the businesses are sole 
proprietorships and half of the businesses employed between two and 10. Company size 
ranged from one to 81. The average number of employees was seven (sd =13.4). A total 
of 73% firms were i n  professional or consumer services, 13% in retai l ,  6% i n  
manufacturing, 5% i n  construction , 2% i n  wholesale, and 1% in  agriculture. In 
entrepreneurship research, it is customary to control for the effects of certain 
demographic characteri stics of the organization on firm performance. Fol lowing 
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Table  3 
Demographic characteristic s  of the study participants 
Characteristics Number reporting 
Individual characteristics: 
Gender: Female 73 
74 
2 
36 
53 
41 
15 
Male 
Age: 25 or younger 
26 to 35 
Education: 
36 to 45 
46 to 55 
56 or older 
Some high school 2 
High school 6 
Some col lege 32 
Col lege degree 48 
Some grad school 19 
Master's degree 30 
Professional/doctoral degree 10 
Founder/Non-founder: 
Founded company 127 
Purchased company 14 
Related to founder 4 
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Table 4 
Characteristics of participating businesses 
Company characteri stics: 
Type of business: 
Professional services 8 2  
Consumer services 24 
Retai l 19 
Wholesale 3 
Manufacturing 9 
Construction-related 8 
Agriculture-related 1 
Company age: 
1 to 5 years 80  
6 to 10 years 26 
11 to 15 years 16 
16 to 20 years 17 
More than 20 years 8 
# Employees (inc luding owner): 
1 48 
2 to 10 74 
11 to 50 22 
51 to 100 3 
26 
previous researchers (Dess, Ireland & Hitt, 1990; Stewart et al., 1999), three 
organizational variables (company age, size, and industry type) were controlled in the 
statistical analysis following previous researchers. Dichotomous variables for industry 
type were used to designate the six categories. The industry variables were dummy coded 
with the agriculture industry serving as the excluded group. 
Measures 
A detailed web survey was used to collect data for this study. All personality 
dimensions and success cri teria were assessed using existing measures .  Below is a brief 
description of the instruments used in the study. 
Personality variables. Fourteen dimensions of personality were measured by the 
Resource Associates Personal Style Inventory (PSI) .  The validated instrument was 
adapted for a small business owner sample. Reliability coefficients for the i nstrument in  
i t s  original form range from .69 to 86. For further validity information, see Lounsbury & 
Gibson (2000),  Lounsbury, Loveland & Gibson (200 1 ); Lounsbury, Tatum ,  Chambers, 
Owens & Gibson (1999). The adapted personality measure contains fourteen subscales 
and a total of 86 i tems. Each subscale represents an independent variable and is scored 
separately. Item responses are indicated on Likert-type scale. Scores for each personality 
subscale were generated by computing the mean of the participant responses (one to five) 
for each construct. Below is a brief description personali ty variables examined in the 
study. 
Adaptability. This subscale assesses flexibility and willingness to adjust in the face 
of changing demands. (e.g., "When working on a project, I am very good at improvising 
when faced with unanticipated obstacles.") 
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Autonomy. This subscale assesses the need for independence and freedom from 
control with regard to one' s  life and work. (e.g. ,  "It i s  very important for me to decide 
who I work with on my job."). 
Competitiveness. This subscale assesses preference for embracing challenges and 
measuring oneself  against others. (e.g . ,  "I tend to perform at my best when I am i n  
competition with others.") 
Dependability. This subscale assesses the degree to which one is responsible, 
reli able,  and careful to meet obligations. (e .g . ,  "I never miss a deadline.") 
Emotional resilience. This subscale assesses overal l level of adjustment and 
emotional resi lience in  the face of job stress and pressure. (e .g . ,  "When I suffer a setback 
in my l i fe ,  I always bounce back right away.") 
Goal-setting. This subscale assesses propensity to establ ish and pursue goals. (e.g. , 
"I write down my goals on a dai l y  or weekly basis .") 
Optimism. This subscale assesses the presence of a hopeful outlook concerning 
prospects, people, and the future, even i n  the face of difficulty and adversity. (e.g. I 
always feel  hopeful when I think  about the future.")  
Persistence. Thi s  subscale assesses willingness to persevere despite setbacks.  (e.g. I 
wil l  stay up l ate and even lose sleep to finish a project.") 
Risk tolerance. This subscale assesses capaci ty for taking risks in the pursuit of 
potential rewards . (e.g. "I can tolerate a moderate amount of risk in exchange for good 
prospects of substantial gain .")  
Ability to sell self This subscale assesses wil l ingness to communicate and promote 
one' s  own ideas convincingly. (e.g. ,  "Anyone who talks with me for a whi le would say 
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I'm very good at sel l ing myself.") 
Social networking. This subscale assesses a tendency to develop informal contacts 
with potential l y  helpful people. (e.g . ,  "I feel completely at ease in l arge gatherings of 
people .") 
Tolerance for financial insecurity. This subscale assesses the level of acceptance of 
an uncertain future income. (e .g. , "It doesn't bother me if I don ' t  know where my income 
wi l l  come from in 6 months". )  
Work-related intemal locus of control. Thi s  subscale assesses one's  bel ief that 
career success is a result of one's  actions rather than l uck or fate. (e.g . ,  "What happens 
next in my career w i l l  depend on the choices I make.") 
Work drive. This subscale assesses the disposition to work for l ong hours and 
invest one' s time and energy into job and career success. (e.g . ,  "It could easi l y  be said of 
me that I l ive, eat, and breathe my work.")  
Business performance variable. In this study, performance was operational ly 
defined i n  terms of three financial indicators that are frequently used in  entrepreneurship  
research Whi le most agree that multiple measures should  be  used to assess performance 
(e.g . ,  Duchesneau & Gartner, 1990; Murphy et a! . ,  1996; Srinivasan et a! . ,  1994), several 
researchers suggest that growth variables are the best measures (Brush & Vanderwerf, 
1992; Utsch et a! . ,  1999). Therefore, in this study, I have included growth measures for 
three performance indicators. Six i tems assessed sales growth, profit growth, and 
personal income to the owner. A sample question is "Since start-up,  profits have grown 
by _". Al l  responses were measured on a six point scale ranging from "under 5%" to 
"100%+ ."  Responses to the performance questions were combined into a performance 
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index. The index score was computed by summing the responses to the s ix items . 
Coeffic ient alpha reli abi l i ty was .83 for the performance measure. The maximum 
possible score for the performance measure was 36. Index scores ranged from a low of 6 
to a high of 36, with a mean of 1 9 .4 and a standard deviation of 8 .7 .  
Work satisfaction variable. A four- i tem work satisfaction measure was compi led 
from previous research. Two i tems focusing on self-employment satisfaction are based 
on Solymossy's ( 1 997) suggestion to expand the definition of success to include 
measures of material and general satisfaction .  The i tems were: "How satisfied are you 
with the standard of l i ving your business provides for you?" and "What i s  your overall 
level of work satisfaction with self-employment? Ratings were made on a 5-point scale 
ranging from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). One item from Lounsbury & 
Gibson (2000) measured career satisfaction. Scarpel lo and Campbell ( 1 983) found that 
such global indices of satisfaction can be more val id  than facet-based measures. The 
i tem was "I am full y  satisfied with my career to date" and responses were indicated on a 
five point  scale. One i tem from Lounsbury & Gibson (2000) measured l ife sati sfaction as 
fol lows:  "All in  al l ,  I am very satisfied with my l ife as a whole." and responses were 
indicated on a five point scale. 
The scores for the work satisfaction variable reflect the mean response for the four 
questions .  Higher scores indicated greater work satisfaction. The alpha rel iabi l i ty 
coefficient for the measure was .74. Participants ' work satisfaction scores ranged from 1 
to 5 .  It i s  notable that approximatel y  69% of participants had scores greater than 3 .5 
indicating they are sati sfied or very satisfied overall . The mean score was 3 .8 with a 
standard deviation of 0 .8. 
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3. Results 
Data analysis 
Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were tested using the Pearson correlation coeffic ient 
(Pearson, 1951) and step-wise multi ple regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). All  data were 
examined using univariate techniques to ensure that the assumptions of regression 
analysi s were met (Aiken & West, 1991). Descriptive statistics and rel i abi l i ty estimates 
for personality variables are presented in Table 5. 
The internal consistency rel iabi l i ty was assessed using Cronbach' s alpha (Cronbach, 
1 960). The rel i abi l i ties for a few subscales (Persi stence, Autonomy, Competitiveness and 
Emotional Resi l ience) were below the .70 cut-off point (between r ii = .56 and r ii = .69) 
that i s  considered adequate for early stages of i nstrument val i dation (Nunnal ly ,  1 978). 
The results for these scales should be interpreted with caution . Most of the subscales in  
the study yielded alpha values with in an acceptable range (between r ii = . 70 and r i i  = 
.82 ). Nunnal l y  (1978) recommends that instruments used i n  appl ied settings, have 
internal consistency estimates of about .80 or better so addit ional work i s  needed to raise 
the reli ab il i ties of several personal ity subscales. Inter-correlations among personality 
traits are common (Costa & McCrae, 1992). S ince the personal ity variables in  the study 
were all selected to measure smal l business success, it was expected that personality 
subscales wou ld  be i nter-related (Robinson, et a! . ,  1991). The subscale correlations 
ranged from .01 to .60. 
Hypothesis tests 
Table 6 presents a summary of the hypotheses and findings. Generally ,  the 
hypotheses are supported and personal ity is rel ated to business performance and work 
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Table 5 
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and intercorrelations for personality variables 
M so I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
I )  Adaptabi l ity 3 . 8  .59 ( . 70) 
9 
2) Autonomy 4 .0  .65  .27* *  ( .67) 
I 
3) Competitive 3 . 1  .83  -. I I  -.0 1 ( . 60) 
9 
4) Dependab i l ity 3 . 8  . 74 . I I  .20* *  -.07 ( .76) 
8 
5 ) Emotional res 4 . 1 .88 .44* *  . 1 3  .09 . 3 1 ( .68 ) 
I 
6) Goal-setting 3 .6  . 74 . 1 6* .24* *  . 1 5  .25 * *  . 22 * *  ( . 72) 
0 
7) Optimism 3 . 9  .68 .43 * *  . 24* *  . 1 7* . 1 8* . 55 * *  . 20* *  ( . 80)  
3 
8) Persistence 3 . 6  .66 -.0 1 .09 . 1 5  . 2 1  * *  - .0 I .23 * *  .09 ( . 56 ) 
9 
9) R isk tolerance 4.4 .89 .4 1  **  .24* *  .09 . O J  . 1 6* .20* *  .3 7* *  .25 * *  
3 
I O)Abi l ity to sel l  3 . 5  .85  .26* *  .26* *  .2 1  * *  - .0 1 . 1 6* .36* *  .4 1  * *  . 1 8* 
0 
I l )  Networking 4 .0  . 82 .42* *  .34* *  .03 .08 .25 * *  . 23 * *  .48* *  . I I  
4 
1 2) Tol financial 3 . 3  .75 .36* *  .24* *  - .03 .00 .30* *  .07 .44* *  - . 1 4  
insecurity 5 
1 3) LOC 4 .2  .62 .3 1  * *  . 32* *  .20* . 1 8* . 3 1  * *  . 38 * *  .53 * *  . 1 5  
I 
1 4) Work drive 3 . 6  . 8 3  .07 . I I  .08 . 06 . 1 5  . 1 7* . 1 2  . 24* *  
5 
--
* p<.05 , **p<.O  I 
9 1 0  I I  1 2  1 3  1 4  
( . 82) 
.36* *  ( .76)  
. 30* *  .60* *  ( . 73 ) 
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* *  . 1 2 .26* *  ( .77)  
. 32* *  .3 3 * *  .37* *  .3 1 * *  ( . 79) 
. 1 8* 2� * *  . .) .20* *  .08 . 1 4  ( . 62 ) 
Table 6 
S ummary of hypothesis tests 
Hypothesi s 
HI : Personality is related to business performance. 
H l a: Competitiveness i s  positively related to business 
performance. 
H l b: Goal-setting orientation is  positively related to business 
performance. 
H i e : Work-related internal l ocus of control is  positively 
related to business performance 
H l d :  S ocial  networking is  positively related to business 
performance. 
H i e :  Emotional resil ience is  positively related to business 
performance. 
H l f: Dependabi lity is  positively related to business performance. 
H2: Personality is related to business olVncrs ' lVork satisfaction. 
H2a : Adaptability is positi vely related to work satisfaction. 
H2b: Autonomy is positively related to work satisfaction. 
H2c : Emotional Resilience is  positively related to work 
sati sfaction. 
H2d: Optimism is  positively related to work satisfaction. 
H2e: Persistence is positively related to work satisfaction 
H2f: Tolerance for financial insecurity is  positively related to 
work satisfaction. 
H2g: Ability to sell self i s  be positively related to work 
satisfaction. 
H2h: Risk tolerance is  positively related to work satisfaction. 
H2i:  Work drive is  pos itively related to work satisfaction . 
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R esul ts 
Not supported 
S upported 
Supported 
S upported 
Supported 
Not supported 
Supported 
S upported 
Supported 
S uppmted 
Not supported 
S upported 
Suppmted 
Supported 
Supported 
sati sfaction .  Correlations ranged from .04 to .44 and most were of low magn itude. Of 
the fourteen traits examined, onl y  two traits, dependabi l i ty and persistence were not 
significantly related to subjective or objective measures of business success. None of the 
control variables (age, size, type) were significant ly related to criterion variables .  
Personality and business performance. Hypothesis l a- l f  predicted rel at ionshi ps 
between personality traits and business performance. Table 7 presents the results .  The 
traits competitiveness, goal -setting orientation, work-related l ocus of control , optimism, 
social networking, emotional resi l ience, and dependabi l i ty were hypothesized to be 
related to performance cri teria.  Low, posi tive associations  were found between 
business performance and five personal ity variables: goal-setting (r=. l 6, p<.05 ) , social 
networking (r=. l 4, p<.OS), work-related locus of control (r=. 15, p<.05), abi l i ty to sell 
self (r=. l 7, p< .05), and emotional res i l ience (r=. l 8, p< .05). 
IJ_vpothesis Ja: Hypothesis l a  proposed that competitiveness correlates positi ve ly 
with business performance. The prediction was not supported (r=.07, p>.OS). 
H)pothesis 1 b: Hypothesis 1 b proposed that goal-setting orientation correlates 
positively with business performance. The prediction was supported (r= . 16, p< . 05). 
ll)pothesis 1 c: Hypothesis l c  proposed that work-related locus of control correlates 
positively with business performance. The prediction was supported (r= . 15, p < . 05). 
Hypothesis 1 d: Hypothesis l d  proposed that social networking correlates positively 
with business performance. The prediction was supported (r= .14, p< .05). 
Hypothesis 1 e: Hypothesis l e  proposed that emotional resi l ience correlates 
positively with business performance. The prediction was supported (r=.18, p< .05). 
Hypothesis If' Hypothesi s 1 f  proposed that dependabi l i ty correlates posit ively with 
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Table 7 
Correlations between personality scores and success measures 
Business Work 
Personal ity Variable Performance Satisfaction 
Adaptabi l i ty .07 .21  * *  
Autonomy . 1 2  . 1 6* 
Competitiveness .07 . 19** 
Dependabil i ty .02 . 1  2 
Emotional resil i ence . 1 8* . 35**  
Goal-setting . 1 6* . 19**  
Optimism . 1 3 . 47* * 
Persistence . 1 0  .09 
Risk tolerance . 04 . 1 5*  
Abil i ty to sel l  sel f  . 1 7* . 26** 
Social networking . 1 4* . 27** 
Tolerance for financial i nsecurity .06 . 23 * *  
Work-related l ocus o f  control . 15 *  . 38* * 
Work dtive . 1 3 . 1 4* 
* p<.05 , * *p<.Ol 
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business performance. The prediction was not supported (r=. 02, p>.05). 
Additionally, a posi tive signi ficant correlation with performance was found with one 
variable that was not included in Hypothesis I :  abi li ty to sel l  sel f  (r= . 1 7 ,  p<.05 ). 
Personality and work satisfaction. Hypothesis 2a-2j predicted positive relationships 
between personali ty and work satisfaction. Five of the six hypotheses were supported. 
S ignificant correl ations ranged from . 14 to .47. Al l  results are presented i n  Table 7 .  
Hypothesis 2a: Hypothesis 2a  proposed that adaptabil i ty correlates positively with 
work satisfaction . The prediction was supported �r= .2 1 ,  p<.O l ). 
Hypothesis 2b: Hypothesis 2b proposed that autonomy correlates positively with 
work satisfaction . The prediction was supported (r= . 16, p< . 05). 
Hypothesis 2c: Hypothesis 2c proposed that emotional resi l ience correlates 
positively with work sati sfaction . The prediction was supported (r= .35 , p < .O l ). 
Hypothesis 2d: Hypothesis 2d proposed that optimism correlates positively with 
work satisfaction. The prediction was supported (r= .47, p<.O l ). 
Hypothesis 2e: Hypothesis 2e proposed that persistence correlated positively with 
work satisfaction (r= . 09, p>. 05). It should be noted that the alpha rel i abi l ity coeffic ient 
for the persistence scale was below the acceptable range. 
Hypothesis 2f Hypothesis 2f proposed that tolerance for financial insecurity 
correlates positively with work satisfaction . The prediction was supported (r= . 23, 
p<.O l ). 
Hypothesis 2g: Hypothesis 2g proposed that abi l i ty  to sel l  sel f  correlates 
positively with work satisfaction . The prediction was supported (r= . 26 , p< .O l ). 
Hypothesis 2h: Hypothesis 2h proposed that risk tolerance correlates 
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positively with work satisfaction .  The prediction was supported (r= .15 ,  p<.OS) .  
Hypothesis 2}: Hypothesis 2j proposed that work drive conelates positi vely with 
work satisfaction. The prediction was supported (r= . 1 4, p< .05 )  
Additional ly ,  signifi cant correlations with work satisfaction were found among 
traits that were not included in Hypothesis 2: goal-setting (r=. l 9, p<. 01), socia l  
networking (r= . 27, p<.O 1) , and work-related l ocus of control (r=. 38. p<.O l ). 
Hypothesis 3: Hypotheses 3 proposed that the two success criteria -- business 
performance and work satisfaction -- are posi ti vely related. The hypothesis was 
supported as r = .40 , p<.O l .  The finding is consistent with previous research 
suggesting that objecti ve and subjective success are moderatel y  related. (Judge & Bretz, 
1 994). It is not surprising that the performance-satisfaction conelation in  the present 
study is slightly higher than the mean true correlation (. 30) between overall job 
satisfaction and j ob performance reported in  a meta-analysis of job performance-job 
satisfaction studies (Judge, Thoresen , Bono, & Patton, 2001). In a smal l business, it  
seems reasonable to think that work satisfaction is more closel y  l inked to performance 
than in a large organization where one may not perceive his or her actions as having as 
much impact on the company's success. 
Regression analyses. Step-wise multiple regression analysis was used to examine 
the influence of personal i ty  variables on the economic and personal success. The first 
step in these analyses included control variables that might also impact success: company 
age, size, and i ndustry type. 
Hypothesis 1: In the second step of the first regression analysis, al l personality 
variables were added. Table 8 presents the results. Regression anal ysis yielded a model 
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Table 8 
Summary of multiple regression for personality and business performance 
Dependent variable: Business performance 
Step Variable R R2 
t-.R
2 (J 
1 Control variables . 19 . 04 . 04 
Size of company - .02 
Company type - Service . 1 7  
Company type - Retail . 1 1  
Company type - Manufacturing . 25* 
Age of company -. 1 0  
2 Goal-setting . 28 .08 . 04 .20* 
n= l 47 * = p< .OS * * = p < . O l  
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that accounted for 8% of the variance in business performance and inc luded the control 
variables and goal-setting orientation . The standardized beta weight for goal-setting (.20) 
was statistical l y  significant at the .05 level .  The results provide some support for 
Hypothesis 1 .  
Hypothesis 2: The second regression analysis examined the rel at ionship of 
personality and work satisfaction. Table 9 presents the results. Two personal i ty variables 
were signi ficant predictors at the .05 level . The factors, in order of their standardized 
beta weights, were optimism (. 37, p<.05) and work- related locus of control (. 19, p<.OS). 
The final  regression model accounted for 26% of the variance (R = . 51, p< . 01) in work 
satisfaction.  These findings provide support for Hypothesis 2 which predicted that 
indi viduals with greater optimism and internal l ocus of control wou ld  indicate greater 
satisfaction with sel f-employment. 
Hypothesis 3: In order to further investigate work satisfaction, I tested the impact of 
business performance. In the regression model (R=.40, p < .O l ), venture performance 
accounted for onl y  16% of the variance in satisfaction levels. It appears that many 
owners of l ower performing businesses were genera l ly  satisfied. Future research should  
seek to  c larify the rel ationship between venture performance and owner satisfaction and 
further i dentify the intrinsic rewards of business ownership and sel f-employment that 
enhance work satisfaction . 
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Table 9 
Summary of multiple regression for personality and work sati sfaction 
Dependent variable: Work sati4action 
Step Variable R R2 !1R2 (j_ 
1 Control variables . 14 .02 .02 
Company type - Service . 11 
Company type - Retail .03 
Company type - Manufacturing .09 
Age of company .06 
Size of company .09 
2 Optimism .49 . 24 .22 .37**  
3 Locus of control .51 .26 .02 . 1 9* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
n= l 47 * = p < .05 * *  = p < . O l 
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4. Discussion 
This study explored the role of personality characteristics in self-employment 
success among a sample of smal l business owners. It was hypothesized that job-relevant 
personality characteristics are related to business performance and work satisfaction. 
The findings from the study lend partial support in the case of business performance and 
general support in the case of work satisfaction . Twelve personality variables emerged as 
correlates of business performance or work satisfaction and each are discussed below. 
It shoul d  be noted that whi le a good number of the relationships were statistical ly  
significant, the squared coefficients or  coefficients of determination i ndicate that very 
l i ttle variance is explai ned by several personali ty traits and therefore, the practical 
significance of the cone lations is unclear. 
Summary and interpretation 
Adaptability. S uccessful business owners must be wi l l ing to make changes when a 
strategy is  not working wel l .  Therefore, those who are resistant to change may not find 
sel f-employment as personal l y  rewarding. In this study, adaptabi l i ty was positively 
correlated with work satisfaction . 
Autonomy. It i s  not surprising that autonomy is  positively associated with work 
satisfaction with b usiness ownership. There have many studies l inking autonomy with 
entrepreneurial emergence but few have examined its relationship with successful 
outcomes. The finding is similar to the results i n  Brandstaetter's study i n  which 
independence was associated entrepreneurs' sati sfaction and expectations for 
future success. 
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Competitiveness. The personality variable, competitiveness was not s ignificantly 
related to business performance .  This  finding was surprising because competitiveness i s  
associated with need for achievement, which has a positive relationship with business 
performance (Rauch & Frese, 2000).  The failure to i dentify a relationship between 
competitiveness and performance criteria is puzzling. In order to investigate whether this 
finding was likely due to weakness in  the competitiveness subscale measure, I computed 
the correlation after applying the correction for attenuation (Guilford, 1 954). Even with 
the correction, the correlation rises only to .08 indicating no significant relationship 
between competitiveness and performance. However, since competitiveness is related to 
achievement motivation and seemingly should bear some relation to performance, this 
finding should be i nterpreted cautiously and further investigation i s  needed. 
Dependability. The personali ty variable, dependability w as not a sign i ficant 
correlate of business performance or work sati sfaction. The trait  was included in the 
study because it is associated with the Big Five trait Conscienti ousness which has been 
associated with job performance across many occupations (Barrick,  Mount & Judge, 
200 l ) .  However, the trait appears to be less useful i n  gaining i nsights about self­
employed individuals . 
Emotional resilience. Emotional resilience was positively related to both business 
performance and work satisfaction. The findings support previous research i ndicating 
that emotional stabili ty is associated with performance and satisfaction criteria (e.g. ,  
Barrick, Mitchell, & Stewart, 2003 ; Lounsbury et al. ,  2003) .  In  meta-analytic reviews 
have found that emotional stability is a predictor of job performance across jobs 
(e.g. ,  Judge & Bono, 200 1 ;  Salgado, 1 997). However, i t  did not predict business 
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business performance or work satisfaction in this sample. 
Goal-setting orientation. Goal setting was the only personality trait with a direct 
effect on business performance. The variable explained a small but significant amount of 
the variance in business performance. The importance of goal-setting and performance 
has been emphasized by several researchers and the results in this study support their 
findings (Baum, 1 995;  Frese, Krauss, & Friedrich, 1 999) . 
Optimism. Optimism had positive correlations with business performance and 
work satisfaction. These are consistent with previous research findings indicating 
links between optimism and performance (Mehta & Cooper, 200 1 )  and entrepreneurial 
satisfaction (Cooper & Artz, 1 995) .  
Persistence. Persistence was not significantly correlated with performance or 
satisfaction criteria. Since the alpha reliability for the subscale was low. I applied the 
correction for attenuation. The corrected correlation indicated a statistically significant 
relationship between persistence and business performance (r=. l 6). However, the 
correction did not indicate a significant relationship between persistence and work 
satisfaction. 
Risk tolerance. Risk-taking propensity has yielded mixed findings in the literature. 
Many researchers have argued that entrepreneurs are not high risk-takers, rather they take 
moderate calculated risks. A correlation between risk-taking and business success has 
not been empirically established. Therefore, in this study, risk tolerance was expected to 
relate to work satisfaction, but not to business performance. A small positive association 
was found with work satisfaction and there was no significant relationship with business 
performance. 
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Ability to sell self Abil i ty to sel l  self was posi tively related to business performance 
and work sati sfaction. The findings support Bhide ' s  (2000) emphasis on the abi li ty  to 
sel l as important factor in entrepreneurial success 
Social networking. Social networking had positive associ ations with business 
performance and work satisfaction. The findings are consistent with previous 
research l inking networking and venture performance (Duchesneau & Gartner, 1 990; 
Hansen, 1 995). 
Work-related locus of control. This study' s  finding of a smal l significant association 
between work-related locus of control and business performance is consi stent with 
previous research results. In a quantitative review of several trait studies, 
Rauch and Frese (2000) reported an average mean correl ation of . 1 1  between locus of 
control and business performance criteria. The results of this study provides further 
evidence of a small positive relationship. Locus of control was a better predictor of the 
study 's  other success criterion , work satisfaction. A stronger belief that one has personal 
control and responsibi l i ty for the performance of the business appears to contribute to 
h igher levels of sati sfaction . The sign ificant association between locus of control and 
sati sfaction found in this study echoes research results l inking entrepreneurial emergence 
and success with intrinsic motivators, such as need for autonomy (Langan-Fox, 1 995). 
Work drive. Work drive was significantly  rel ated to work satisfaction but not 
business performance. S ince the alpha rel iabil ity for the subscale was low, I appl ied the 
correction for attenuation . The corrected correlation i ndicated a statistical l y  signifi cant 
relationship between work drive and business performance (r=. 1 5). The corrected 
correlation for work drive and work sati sfaction rose to . 17 .  The findings i ndicate that 
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revi sions to the scale are needed and the trait appears to be usefu l  i n  understanding 
business performance and work satisfaction . 
In the present study, success was operational ized along two di mensions:  business 
performance and work satisfaction . The performance dimension focuses on financial ,  
objective performance indicators of success while the satisfaction dimension includes 
personal ,  subjective indicators. The performance and satisfaction measures were 
moderatel y  correlated. Interestingly,  there were different personality correlates for each 
of the success criteria.  For example, several traits were significant ly related to work 
satisfaction but showed no relation to business performance (e.g . ,  adaptabil ity, ri sk 
tolerance) .  The findings lend support to the work of several researchers who suggest that 
smal l business success is a multi -dimensional construct (Brandstaetter, 1997; Buttner & 
Moore, 1997; Dreissen & Zwart, 1999; Frese, van Gelderen, & Ombach,  2000 ; Mehta & 
Cooper, 2000; Rauch & Frese, 1997; Solymossy, 1997) . 
Business perfonnance variable. Smal l positive correlations were indicated between 
personality and business performance. The results obtained in this study showed that four 
personality variables (emotional resi l ience, goal-setting orientation, abi l ity to sel l self, 
social networking, and locus of control)  have stati stical ly significant but relatively 
weak relationships with business performance with correlations ranging  from . 1 4 to 1 8 . 
Stepwise regression analysis revealed that goal-setting orientation explains a smal l but 
significant portion of the variance in performance. The findings are consistent with those 
of several personality-performance researchers (e.g . ,  Morri son , 1997; Utsch & Rauch, 
2000) and lend further support to the Giessen-Amsterdam entrepreneurship model (Frese 
& Rauch,  2000). Given the smal l correlations between personality traits and small 
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business success, a logical next step would be to investigate whether moderator variables 
might be attenuating these relationships (cf. B aum, 200 1 ;  Frese & Rauch, 1998). 
Work satisfaction variable. Small  to moderate correlations were found between 
twelve personality variables and work satisfaction indicating that personali ty played a 
role i n  the participants' subjective evaluations of success. There were sign i ficant effects 
on work satisfaction with the control variables, optimism, and locus of control accounting 
for 26% of the variance. Individuals with higher scores on optimism and internal locus of 
control tended to report h igher level s of work satisfaction . These results are consistent 
with the l iterature supporting relationships between personality characteri stics  and job 
satisfaction (Cropananzo, James, & Konovsky, 1993), career satisfaction (Lounsbury, et 
al . ,  2003 ; S iebert & Kramer, 2000) and self-employment satisfaction (Cooper & Artz, 
1995). 
Contributions 
A review of the l i terature found that past trait research on entrepreneurs h as been 
crit icized for conceptual and methodological weaknesses. Thi s  study was designed 
with an attempt to take into account several of these concerns. First, I avoided equating 
smal l business owners wi th entrepreneurs (Carland et al . ,  1984) and gathered descriptive 
information about the individual owners and the businesses so the study can be compared 
to others. It is notable that nearly all of the participants in the study were business 
founders which is one of the criteria used to characterize entrepreneurs. 
Second, the personali ty instrument used in the study was adapted to the situational 
context and job demands associated with self-employment and business ownership  
(Brockhaus, 1994; Herron, 1992; Hornaday, 1 982;  Rauch & Frese, 200 1 ;  Robinson e t  al . ,  
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1991 ). The specific personality variables assessed were selected because they had an 
empirical or practical relation with small business ownership (Schneider, et al. ,  1996) .  
Further, the study was designed to analyze for multiple effects of several personality 
characteristics (Rauch & Frese, 2000). 
Finally, the study draws on multiple perspectives on entrepreneurial success and 
includes both financial and non-financial measures. In particular, subjective measures of 
success were incorporated in an attempt to better understand business owners' personal 
definitions of success. This strategy yielded further evidence that business performance 
and work satisfaction are only moderately correlated and additional research is needed 
to investigate how both variables impact the entrepreneurial process. 
Limitations 
Although attempts were made to address several gaps in the literature, this study i s  
primarily exploratory and somewhat limited i n  scope. One limitation o f  this study is  its 
reliance on self-report data. Self-report measures are the dominant data collection 
methodology in personality research and in much of the entrepreneurship research on 
venture performance. However, self-report data are vulnerable to the social desirability 
bias that occurs when the respondent consciously or unconsciously distorts responses in a 
positive, favorable direction (Paulhus, 1991 ). While success measures are likely to be 
effected by social desirability bias, Frese (2000) points out that "it is practically 
impossible to get other measures from small scale business starters". Additionally, 
since self-report data was relied upon for both predictor and criterion measures, the 
influence of common method variance cannot be ruled out. Second. in an effort to 
construct a meaningful sample group, I worked with professional associations for small 
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business owners to ensure that I had some general information about the characteristics of 
participants rather than s imply soliciting any volunteers wi l l ing to participate (Di l lman & 
B owker 200 1 ). Since I worked with directors at organi zations who i ssued invitations on 
my behalf, it was not feasible to calculate an accurate response rate. A low response rate 
should be assumed. Thus, the sample examined in this study may be subject to selection 
and non-response biases and cannot be assumed to be representative of all smal l business 
owners in the Uni ted States. 
Survivor bias is an additional source of potential bias in most studies of small 
business ownership (Frese, et al . ,  200 1 ) . In this study, all businesses in  the sample were 
successful i n  that they had survived at least six months and on average had survived for 
seven years. Response b ias i s  another potential validity threat in  this study. For example, 
the range of respondents may be somewhat restricted in that the partic ipants were 
members of small business owner organizations such as the Young Entrepreneurs 
Organization or National Association of Women B usiness Owners. It is possible that 
busi ness owners who join such organizations may be better at networking and seeking 
resources than business owners who have not joi ned professional organ izations. If 
members of such organizations tend to be more successfu l  than the average business 
owner, the observed correlations may be lower than the true correlations due to restriction 
of range. S imi larly, the participants in the study reported fairly h igh levels of personal 
satisfaction. It may be that owner satisfaction is unusuall y  high or consistent among thi s  
sample group. Satisfied business owners may be more w i l ling  t o  participate i n  small 
business research .  A non-response bias of low participation among dissati sfied business 
owners woul d  also restrict the range and result in lower corre lations .  
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An additional l i mi tation of the study involved the i nternal consistency of the 
some of the personality scales: a few had rel iabi l i ty coefficients below .70.  Therefore, 
the findings related to these variables should be interpreted cautiously .  Further work 
should be directed toward revising these subscales for improved internal consistency. 
Directions for future research 
The results of thi s  study suggest several directions for future research.  First, 
the personal i ty instrument (Personal Style Inventory) used in the study was revi sed for 
smal l business owners. Future val idation studies should investigate i ts '  util i ty in  
di stinguishing self-employed from organizational l y  employed participants. Although thi s 
study did include small businesses acros.s various industries ,  additional studies are needed 
to repl icate trait findings with other smal l business populations .  Smal l business owners 
are not a homogeneous group and personal ity characteristics  may have di fferent 
associations among different types of sel f-empl oyment. 
Future research could examine both direct and indirect effects of personality 
characteri stics by including moderator variables. Several authors have initiated research 
on the effects of strategies,  goals, and action plans  (Baum et al . ,  2000; Frese et al . ,  2000; 
Rauch & Frese, 1 997). In seeking to identify other potentia l ly  relevant moderators, it  
may be helpful to review findings from trait studies of leadership emergence and 
effectiveness. 
Longitudinal studies are needed to determine the effects of personality characteristics 
during different stages of organizational l i fe cycle. Personal ity may exhibit  a stronger 
influence on business success at certain points in a company ' s  development. For 
example,  a characteristic such as ri sk-taking tolerance may be more i mportant during 
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start-up than after five years of successful operation. Additionally ,  longitudinal studies 
could provide insigh ts into the effects of surv ivor bias (Carland, et a l . ,  1 996). 
With regard to success i ndicators, growth is the most widely used performance 
measure. However, future studies shoul d  attempt to learn more about owners' goals 
for business growth and expansion .  In the present study, many business owners indicated 
high levels of sat isfaction in low growth businesses. It appears that some owners are 
satisfied once they reach a certain l evel of financial performance and may have no desire 
to expand the business further. Ideally, researchers shoul d  inc lude some measures of 
success that are c losely aligned with owners' personal goal s  i n  addition to traditional 
entrepreneurship performance i ndicators. For example, Katz ( 1 994) distinguished 
between autonomy goals and growth goals. Future studies of self-employment 
sati sfaction and success to should examine individuals' own objectives and definit ions of 
success. 
Conclusions 
The results of this study are consi stent with and extend prior findings i n  
entrepreneurship research, and they contribute to the l arge body o f  empirical evidence in  
organi zational psychology l iterature supporting  the util i ty of personality i n  predicting  
work-related outcomes. Since personali ty has a place in  many entrepreneurship  and 
smal l business models, further insights i nto the correlates and predictors of success 
outcomes are helpfu l .  In addition, thi s  research supports the view that work success 
involves both fin ancial and personal rewards (Brandstaetter, 1 997; B uttner & Moore, 
1 997; Cooper & Artz, 1 995 ; Frese et al . ,  2000; Judge et al . ,  1 995). 
Another contribution of the study is that i t  i nvestigates the role  of n arrow, job 
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-relevant personality dimensions in small business success. In the present study, there 
were several non-significant results for correlates of business performance correlates and 
the average personality-success correlations reported have been smal l .  However, they are 
similar i n  magnitude to the validity coefficients reported in meta-anal ytic studies of the 
B ig  Five and job performance and these well-researched constructs have been 
demonstrated as usefu l  and of theoretical and practical significance (Witt, 2003). Also, in 
smal l business research ,  survivor bias is l i ke ly to lead to lower observed correlations. E .  
Sundstrom (personal communication, November 3 ,  2003) suggested that studying 
successful performance among surviving businesses is analogous to conducting a 
selection validation study on .successful hires, which creates range restrictions and lowers 
the observed correlations. Despi te the l imi tations associated with personal i ty and 
entrepreneurship research ,  recent quanti tative reviews indicate that personal i ty has a 
smal l ,  significant effect on smal l business and entrepreneurial outcomes. S uch evidence 
assures that there wi l l  be continued interest in understanding the role of individual 
di fferences in entrepreneurial success. The present study contributes additional data 
aimed at bui lding toward a more comprehensive understanding of the determinants of 
smal l business success. Potential appl ications of this research include career guidance, 
selection, and educational and training programs. 
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Appendix A 
List of Organizations Invited to Participate in the Study 
• Chambers of Commerce 
• Young Entrepreneurs Organization 
• Tennessee Small Business Development Centers 
• Counselors to America's Small Businesses (SCORE) 
• Business Ideas Cafe "Top Business Owners" 
• National Association of Women Business Owners 
7 1  
Appendix B 
Example of recruitment letter sent to small business organizations 
---University of Tennessee Small Business Study---
Dear Membership Director, 
I am a doctoral student at UT and I am conducting a research study focusing on small 
business entrepreneurs. I am contacting you to request your help in inviting participation 
from the clients and partners of the West Tennessee chapter of Tennessee Small Business 
Development Centers. I appreciate any assistance that you can offer in reaching the 
potential participants. 
Participation in the study is anonymous and the survey responses are confidential. 
The results of the research study will be made available to all participants and I will be 
happy to provide any further information that may be of interest. The targeted completion 
date for surveys is July 1 1 . Please contact me at kowens@utk.edu or 865-300-995 1 if you 
have any questions or suggestions. Thank you for your time and help. 
Sincerely, 
Kimberly Owens 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Tennessee 
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Appendix C 
Sample invitation letter to potential participants 
---University of Tennessee Small Business Study---
Dear Chamber of Commerce Member, 
As a small business owner, you are invited to participate in a University of Tennessee 
small business study. I am a graduate student at UT and as part of my dissertation 
research project, I am seeking to learn more about the role of the individual entrepreneur 
in small business success. 
I have put together an online survey to collect data for the research project. I realize 
that business owners are especially busy people and I greatly appreciate your time. The 
survey takes about 20 minutes to complete and provides invaluable information for 
entrepreneurship researchers. Your anonymity and confidentiality are assured. If you 
would like to participate, please go to: http://surveys.utk.edu/kowens/index.htm. If you 
have any questions about the survey, please contact me at kowens(a)utk.edu. 
If you choose, you may receive a one page summary report of the results of the 
study. It is hoped that the information obtained from the study will be helpful in 
designing educational programs aimed at training and developing the business and life 
skills needed for success as a small business owner. Thank you very much for your time 
and input. I wish you continued success with your business. 
Best regards, 
Kimberly Owens 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Tennessee 
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Appendix D 
Web Survey 
Dear Business Owner, 
There is a critical demand for educational programs aimed at training and developing the 
business and life skills needed for success as a small business owner. The information 
collected in this 1 5-minute survey contributes towards our understanding of the role of 
the individual entrepreneur and helps in the identification of key factors of success. 
Benefits of participation: 1 )  contributing towards a better understanding of U.S. small 
businesses 2) if you choose, you will have access to a written report summarizing the 
results of the study. 
Confidentiality: The questionnaire is anonymous and your participation is voluntary. No 
identifying information will ever be associated with your responses. The information 
collected will be used for research purposes only. Responses will be analyzed and 
reported as a group, not individually. Your confidential answers will be solely under the 
care of the researcher, Kimberly Owens. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
contact me at kowens@utk.edu. 
This is a topic that is important in small business research and development, so your 
honest, complete answers are requested. Prompt responses are greatly appreciated. Thank 
you very much for taking the time to participate in the study. 
Sincerely, 
Kimberly Owens, PhD candidate 
University of Tennessee 
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Please answer every item. Your opinions and perceptions matter and will assist in 
providing a more complete understanding of self-employment and small business 
entrepreneurship in the U.S.  
What type of business do you own? (please select only one; if more than one applies, 
identify area with the most sales revenue) 
r· 
Professional services (e.g., accounting, consulting, health care) 
c· 
Consumer services (e.g., hair dressing, auto service) 
Guest services (hotel, restaurant) 
c· 
Construction-related (including all trades) 
{-. 
Agricultural or agriculture-related 
Wholesale 
c· 
Manufacturing 
Are you the founder of your current business? 
{-. 
I am the founder. 
r-
-
1 am related to the founder. 
c· 
I purchased an existing business. 
What year was the business started? 
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Are you actively involved in the day-to-day management of your company? 
c 
Yes 
r· 
No 
How many people work for your business (excluding yourself)? 
What percentage of the business do you own? 
% 
What is your age? 
I 
What is your gender? 
( 
Female 
What is your education level? 
r· 
Some high school 
c· 
High school diploma 
( 
Some college 
( 
College degree 
( 
Some graduate school 
c 
Master's degree 
(-
Doctoral or professional degree (e.g., PhD, JD, MD) 
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Since start-up, profits have grown by . . .  
( ..... 
under 20% 
r· 
21 -39% 
r 
40-59% 
(-. 
60-79% 
(� 
80-99% 
1 00% or more 
Since start-up, sales have grown by . . .  
(-' 
under 20% 
.-
'· 
21 -39% 
('""-
40-59% 
60-79% 
� · 
80-99% 
r· 
1 00% or more 
Since start-up, my personal income has grown by . . .  
(-
under 20% 
,.-
2 1 -39% 
(� 
40-59% 
r 
60-79% 
(-
80-99% 
'· 
100% or more 
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Compared to 200 1 ,  last year (2002), profits grew by . . .  
c 
under 5% 
�-:-· 
6-9% 
(-
1 0- 1 4% 
r-
1 5- 1 9% 
c 
20-24% 
c 
25% or more 
Compared to 200 1 ,  last year (2002), sales grew by . . .  
(-
under 5% 
c· 
6-9% 
r-
-
1 0- 1 4% 
(--
1 5- 1 9% 
,�-
20-24% 
(-... 
25% or more 
Compared to 200 1 ,  last year (2002), my personal income grew by . . .  
c-
under 5% 
c 
6-9% 
(� .. 
1 0- 1 4% 
(-
1 5 - 1 9% 
c-
20-24% 
(-. 
25% or more 
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How satisfied are you with the standard of living that your business provides for you? 
c 
Very Dissatisfied 
r-� 
Dissatisfied 
(-� 
Neither -
c 
Satisfied 
c� 
Very Satisfied 
What is your overall level of personal satisfaction with self-employment? 
(-. 
Very Dissatisfied 
{�--
Dissatisfied 
Neither 
(-� 
Satisfied 
(� 
Very Satisfied 
It is important to me that I am self-employed throughout my career, rather than work for 
someone else. 
c· 
Strongly Disagree 
( 
Disagree 
r 
Neither 
(-. 
Agree 
1�-
Strongly Agree 
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PERSONAL STYLE INVENTORY (PSI) 
The PSI personality inventory was used by special permission from the authors John 
Lounsbury and Lucy Gibson. Copyright 2000 by Resources Associates, 7044 Lake Bluff 
Court, Knoxville, TN 37920. Please contact the publisher for use or reproduction of the 
PSI. 
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If you wish to receive a one-page summary of the results of the study, please provide an 
email address below. 
Email address: 
Thank you for your participation. Please click the SEND ANSWERS button to submit 
your responses. 
8 1  
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